D(\COHEWT FESOBE 



BD 190 <ie<i 



SP P15 899 



ROT HOP 
TITLE 



PUB DATE 
NOTE 



EDFS PPICE 
DESCT^IPTOPS 



.am: "kamir, Pinchas 
int to^ Know About Curriculum 



Ben-PeretT, nirii 
What Teachers Wai 
Materials.' 
Apr 80 

25p. : Paper presented at the Annual Meetinq of the 
American Educational Research Association (Boston, 
MA, April 7-11, 1980), 

MF01/PC01 Plus Postaqe. 

Academic Achievement: ♦Content Analysis; Coursre , 
Content: Instructional Development; ♦Instructional 
Materials: Readability Formulas:' Student Attitudes: 
Student Needs: ♦Teacher Attitudes; Teaching Methods: 
♦Textbook Content; ♦Textbook Evaluation 



ABSTRACT 

questionnaire 
about curricu 
the nature a"n 
rated six cha 
relevance of 
adaptability 
instructional 
to teacher in 
presented in 



Osinq a C 
, this study 
lum material 
d character! 
racteristics 
subject matt 
of instructi 
efficiency, 
novation. (To 
tabular form 



urriculuB Characteristics Inventory 

identifies teacher concerns and interests 
s and disclo'ses teachers' attitudes about 
sties of . 9Urriculum materials- Jeachers 
in the followinq order of prioM.ty: 1> 
er, 2) textbook layout ^and readability -3> 
onfil materials to ^tudeQt needs, ^) 

5) practical usability, and 6) adaptability 
Toplete pesiilts of the ques-^ionnair e \re 



\ 



♦ ♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦♦ 

♦ Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best ^hat can be made ♦ 

♦ ' ' frpm the oriqinal' document. * 



What TcMcUers Want to Know 
About Ciirricul uin Mat rria 1 s 



Miriam Ben-Peretz * 

School of Ilducation, Haifa University 



and 



Pine has Tamir 

School of i;ducat ior^^nd Israel Science 
Teaoliing Centre, Hebrew University, ( 



Jerusa 1 em 



Paper presented at the Annual Meeting 
of AHRA April 7 - 11, 1980, Boston. 



us DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

edu(;ation a welfare 
national institute of 

EDUCATION 

T mS 00( UMf N T HAS Bf V N R ^ PWQ- 
C)U( t DtXA(TlY AS Wrt. llVtn I POM 
THE PE PSON OP OP(".Af*l7A T lON OPUMN 
AUNG IT POINT'. 0» Vlf W OP OPINIONS 
STATf D DO NOT NtCFSSAPILY p^ pwp- 
St NT Of M< lAl NAT ION Al 1 1^ S T I T U T F ( )l 
I nU( ATrON POSITION OP POl U Y 



"4eF0MISSI0N TO REPnOnUCt THIS 

maYerial has bejen granted by 



TO the educational resources 

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).'" 



i ■ . / 



In troduction 

Curriculum materials are const luctod to meet the needs 

of pupils and major research ef'forts* -ire devoted to the evaluation 
of the attainment of curriculum goals , *^ Noods, concerns and priorities 
of teachers are only rarely introduced into deliberations of curriculum 
developers, ' Yet^ lacking such considerations the product of the # 
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curriculum development is bound to be^jdef icient. Tefachers' views are 

important for, *at leapt, two reasons: (a) Teachers may be conceived as 

reflecting n^eds of pupils becaus^ of their intimate Knowledge and 

experience of * the realities c/f olassroom^^^ b) They play a crucial role 

in the interpretation and jjmplementation of curricular Innovations. • 

These views and concerns of teache^rs about curriculum may be disclosed 

by two diffetent approaches. First, teac^iers may he( asked to a^qsess 

the importance of questions that' they may put to curriculum materials* 

An example of such a questiofi* is: "Do the curriculum materials reflect 

new developments iri the particular^ discipline?" Assigning high 

importance to this question would re^flect high concern o^ teachers abpUt.. 

the subject matter content of materials. Second, one may inquire about ^ 

teachers' pi!^ferences as perta iiing to actual curriculum' characteristics. 

For example,^ the question^ ^hether or nof drawings and figures should \ 

be incorporated in curriculum tnateriale m^y be assigned "low importance"^ 

by .teachers, who are' not overly concerned with th# format ©^materials. 

Yet, these ^ame teachers may view drawing's and figu^^es as- highly 

desirable characteristics of curriculum materials. K third question 

about the interaction of ^teachers and c^urrj-culum materials relate^s to 

their .own Image as^ to their in vol vo8menfe"^:n 'curriculum in5)lementation. 

Do teachers conceive .^themselvefe as autonomous decision makers who ada|>t 

mater^-als to their own classroom sjituations, or do they expect to \ 

implement these materials as faithfully as ^gsible? 
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The following qui^tions aboyt vi<?w53 and concerns of 
teachers in relation to curriculum materials were studied: 

1) What questions about curriculum materials concern 

teachers most? 

• 2) What is the relationship b^^tween the importance teacherjsi 

attach to questions about curriculum mi^erials and their 
preference? regarding actual curriculum) characteristics? 

\ ' 
3) What is the image teachers have of their own role in 

curriculum implementation? < ^ 

The identif icjation of teachers concerns about curriculum 'materials 

and their priorities regarding curriculum characteristics has imp- 

ortamt practical implications. Knowledge of these concerps and 

priorities may guide curriculum development as well as the planning 

of te^^cher education. At a theoretical level it may provide a r 

f rjunework for research on teachers' .roles in the curriculum enterprise 

and the relationship betwemh teachers and curriculum ^evtlopers.- 

Method \ • ^ » 

Instruments: Two instruments were developed. One consisting of 

j 40 questions that can be put^to Currici^Jum materials, is designated 

as Curriculuiif* Characteristics I'n^j^ntory (CC^) -Questions. The. other, 

"consisting of the same items put in the form of positive statements 

describing characteristics of curricular materials^ id designated as 

Curriculum Characteristics Inventory (CCI>rStatetnents. The iteYna \ 

♦ ^ ' _ ^ ... ■ 

were designed ii) part on the basis of a li:^eratui'e review of eKisting * 

6 7 
systems^of curriculum ^alysis such as Eash , Stevens and ^k)rrissett\ 

• 8 

and Ben-*Peretz • Additional items included ^in CCI were produced by 
the investigators on the basis of their experience in cilrriculum ^ 
development and teacher education Content validity of the ■ itegifi 
wafa determined by five curriculum experts*. CCI consists of , 40 items 
representing th§t follpwing curriculum characteristics: Subject mofter; 
Book layout; Instruction? Student ; Useability; Teacher. For the kind of 
items represen^ng e^ch of these ^aspedts see Table 3. respondents 
were asked a) to rate each item on ^ six point senile ^ b) to rank the 
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five least important/ desirable itftma„ Thc;y were also invited 
add itertis if they so desired*. 

Sample i Three s^vnples participated in the study, f)ne consistinq of . 
secondary biology teachers and the other two non--bioloqy teachers 
(•'others"). The biology teachers (N^70) and pne sample of others 
{N=85) responded to CCI-questions. The third s^unple (N«=90) which 
was very similar in comix^sition to the second, responded to CCI- 
Statements. Table 1 shows the composition of' each sample across 
several background variables. 

t i ■ • . 

Insert Ta]ble 1 here " 

Although the samples are not random they do represent a subst«mtial 
portion of Israeli teachei^s with similar backgrounds. The biology 
teachers are different from* the other two samples in several important 
characteristics. The percentage of , male biology teachers is almost 
equal to the percentage of female teachers ^ they hold higher academic 
degrees and were trained as teachers Universities. Moreover, all 
tl3bft^iologyj|;eachers have been teaching new inquiry oriented biology 
programs with a strong emphasis on laU>oratory investigations amd many 
of lihem, at least those with more than eight, years of teaching, expert 
ienced within theiV own teaching career a transition from a traditionally 
oriented program to a new, different one. The general atmosphere in 
Israeli schools is Ijighly conducive/ to curriculum reforms and consequently 
the questionnAirM used in the pMseht study are well within tho interest 
of most teachers. f^^ ^ ^ 

Data Analysis ; IVo modes of responses were requested a) ratin^j^ of each 
item' on a six point scale in which 1 =■ not importiaht and 6 ■ very 
important, b) r^king^.of the most ^mporliant and 5 l^ast, important items. 
Itie rating results are* reported both as frequency distributions amd as 
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mean scores aiid standaicj deviations on a 6 point scale. The ranking 
results are reported as meem^ ranking b^cores- ^ 
since there wore 40 items the top item received rank^^f 40, the next 
3§ and so on till 35, while the bo,ttom received ranking from 1 to 5, "» 
• The rest 30 items of each respondent received ranking of 19.5' each. 
The date was analyzed by SPSS computer programs yielding frequency | 

distributions, mean* standard deviat^iuns, correlations, t tests/^and one* 

- 'J ^ 

way analysis of v^iance. 

I 

Findings, » , 

General views of teachers , ^ 

IVo independent samples, one con^rised of secondary school 
biology te'^ichers and the other comprised of elementary emd secondary 
teachers of other subjects, responded* to the Questions part of the " 
Curriculum Charactetidtics Inventory (CCI) . Table 2 represents the 
results of th\ two ^amp^l^es. 

Insert Table 2 here 

Ttie subtests, each representing a particular aspect, are arranged in 
Table 2- from highest toJ lowest according to the ratings (Part A) of 
the secoij^ary school olology teachers as follows :S Subject matter. 
Instruction, Book Layout, Student, Usead^ility and Teacher. The same 
sequence with one exception is found in the* "others" group, ftr 
which the •^Student" subtest is second and the "Instruction" subtest 
isfourth^ Generally , there is complete congruence between the^rating 
(Pairt A) and ranking (Part B) in both samples with one exception: in 
the "others" groijp, in Part B^ the "Student" subtest occupies the top 
position. It may be concluded that questions related to Subject matter 
are mdst important for all teachers, while questions related to students 
are equally important for noj^-Wiology . teachers but not so important to 
biology teachers. Interestingly for both s2Uitples both rating and ranking 
show Uiat questions related^ to the , teacher ^>w:e con c^'ived ^a^^ the least 
;i«portant* " w " ^- . . J ' 
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Since in mc^Mt items tlie moan hcoioh ot the two Hamples were 
♦ similar, the twc^ samples were combined thcrohy representing . th^ views 

of Israeli teacher^ in general (st^e Table 3) „ 

Insert Table 3 horo 

The^ responses in T2dt:»le 3 are ^rt^ ranged according to the mean rating and 
ranking scores from highest ^ loweist within each subtest. ' 
» Differences between bioloC j y and non-biology teachers^ 

A preliminary comparison the elementary (N=40) Mid ^ 
secondary {N»45) non-biology teachers revealed very similar results. 
Since the biology teachers sere secondary schoool teachers, only » 
the secondary non-biology^ teachers were included in the coit^^arison. 
\^ TaBle'2 represents the subtests and items for whic^ statistically ; 
^ ^ significant differences were found. 

insert Table 4 here ' , 

1 Table 4 shows that a major difference* between the two groups related to 
items dealing with various aspects of the "Student" such as age *md 
opportunities to develop creativity, attitudes and values. Biology 
teachers appear to be significantly less concerned with these 'issues , 
While concerns related to the teacher occrupy the lowest priori^ty. in 
both groups, biology teachers appear to be less concerned than their 
non-biplogy counterparts about issues such as whether or not the 
authors' background or authors" reasons for curricular d^disions/ or the 
time required for teachers* preparation are specified. On the other 
' ' hand, biology teachers express\a higher level of ^interest in suggestions 
for homework. They are also considerably more interested in "Book Layout" 
and especially in the quality and adcK^uacy of th6 illustrations. Lastly, 
with regard to ^'Useability", non-biology teachers are more interested' 

. ; . .../6 



to ascertain that tho necessary inst rvict ional moans will be readily 

> 

available. - - 

As may be seen in Table 3, five items were considered only by the 
biology teachers. These items* are science oriented <,with special interest 
to biblogy. It is interesting to note the extremely high priority 
Msigned to the role of the larorat6ry and^the ^^ery high interest in the^ 
role of field work, as well as the emphasis on the acquisition of inquiry 
skill*. Tliese expressed interests cer:tainly reflect the inquiry orient- 
ation of the Israeli high school biology curriculum. 

Whether or not the program contalrtffe experiments with living animals or 

requires prerequisite knowledge of chemistry and physics appear to be of • 
considerably less concer^ to the biology teachers. 
Jnterrelationshi^ps among different areas of concern 

Table 5 represents .the intercorrelations among the subtest 



scores. - \ 

' 'insert Table 5 Mare 

It may be observed that for both groups a concern for oner area 'is, with 
few exceptions, moderately associated wi^h concern with other^ areas. 
This means that some teachers are rot>re interested than others in knowing 
atooMt the programs that they are going t* teach. For both groups however, 
a high concern for "Subject matter'Ms .not associated with a high concern 
for issues related either to the "Teacher" or to. the "Book layout". 
Congruence be^eep ra ting and ranking ^ 

The Relationships between Part A (rating) and Part B .(rankingl 
were examined by computing the correlations between a) the responfees to 
the d«ane subtests in the two. parts, suid b) the fesponses to all items of 
Part A with those to all items in Part Bo " StatisticaXy significant 
correlat^ions between Parts A and 3 wej|:e found for ^he bi<j^l^gy teachers 
(N=«70) in the following subtests: 

Subject matter (.46r, Layout (.42), Student ^45) and Useability (.38), 

I . ■ y ■ 

all significant differences beyond the 0.01 level. For thfe non-biologv 
teachers (Ns«85) there were statistically differehces beyond the 0-01 level 
in Subtests Subject Matter r(. 32V and Bcfts^k Layout .(. 51) . Statistically \ 
differences b'eyond..the 0.05 level werg found for subtests Instruction (.20) 



and Uso.ihlMity (.22). - ^ 

^en individual items intercorr« J ations are considerod we 
for the biology teachers a piean correlation index of .39 with a 
lowest value (.14) for item 35 and a highest value (.57) ^or item 
26. , For the non-bioi^ogy teachers the mean correlation index was .27 
with a lowest level M. 11) for item 22 and a highest level (-49) for 
item 29, It may be concluded that whild the ratifig and ranking are 
slightly or iiK>derately correlated ,r they are not identical and, t^^ere- 
forer when information gathered by both ix^ints at simila^trends it 
may be regarded with a high level of confidence. ^ ^ 

^fations hip of responses to background yariables 

1^^^^ \^ each of the scunples, i.e. biology and non-biology teachers 
one wa/ 3nalysis of variance was performed to detect dif f erences *among 
groups with different backgrounds, Ir> both samples there were no stat- 
v^tically significant differences according to ^eX/ education, teach- 
ing experienc^e amd type of school. 

Within the non-biology teachers there were 9 geograj^hy 
teachers who- differed from the rest in two subtestsS^ Their mean score 
in -subtest "Instruction" was 3,33 as opposed to that --of other non- 
biology teachers 4.53 (F=3.64, p<O.OX) and in subtest "Student" 4*00 
as opposed ^to that of other non-biology teachers 5.00 (F*3.18, p<O.02) 
Among the biology teachers there was one statistically significant 
difference in subtest "Useability" in which the mean of teachers in 
grades 7-8 (N^6) was 4.96 2Uid that of teachers in other grades was 
significantly lower 4.16 (F=7.27, p< 0.001) . . . 

^ Qtiestions ver sus StatemenJ^s 

The items which comprised CCI were formulated eit^r as » 



questions or as statements. For examples item 23 reads as a q^e8tion: 

"Are there opportunities to develop creativity?". As a statement it 
^ ^ — ^ 

reads: "There are opportunities to develop creativity". 

As stated above two samples of non-b4ology\teachers ' responded 
each either to CCI -Questions or^to CCI-StatementSa The two samples 
were very similar in all background variables . 

The results obtained with CCIrSt*atements were genetally 
very similar to those reported for CCI-Questions, both in mean scores 



and irv the intorcorroial ions .^mony .subtest in Pai ts A and 

In se 1 1 Tal > U- b he ro 

in the mean scores of-three subtests. Those st at istical ly :.iqnificant 
differences which occured are presented in -Table 6. 

Table 6 shows that most of the statistically significant differences 
found were' in the rating of itf^ms in subtest "Student" sind in the 
mking of items in subtest "Teacher". Since the results generally 
lend support to the assumption about the similarity of the two samples, 
we consider the fe\^*«lif f erences reported in Table 6 as representing 
the effect of item format, rather than differences between samples. As 
may be seen in subtests "Subject matter" and "Student", higher values 
were obtained in CCI-Que?)t i ons whi le, witli one oxcepti<?n/ the opposite 
was the case for subtest "Te/icher", where higher values appear in 
CCI-Statements, ' ^ 

Discussion 

Three questiojis were dealt with in the study and each will 
be discussed separ^eXy* 

. 1) What questions about cuiy:icu}um materials concern teachers 

most? The three samples participating in the study above showed the 
highest level of concern for the "Subject Matter" aspect of curricuXum 
materials. On the other hand, questions related to the "Teacher" were 
concerned a? least iptportant. , 

The high priority all teachers accord to "Subject Matter" is 
.consistent with findings^ of studies dealing with teacher. planning^ ' 
showing that teachers spend the largest proportion of their planning 
on content decisions. The cfentrality of content in t'eachers* planning 
deliberations is reflected in the importance they attach to *xjuestions 
about curriculum ma'terials related to thA5 area. On the other hand it 
appears as if teachers' are reluctant to a.sk questions focused on the 
"Teacher" aspect. One possible explanation for t^ese f indings**^is that 
teachers expect curriculum materials to focus on content and/or students 
and accept this ds a legitimate and defensible orientation. On the othe 
hand the> do not expect curriculuin materials to deal with the mode of 
interact^n between themselves anrl the materials. . ^ 
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findings .of studie*5 rolatod to ttsirhoi s' ii)y|.'licMt t}uM)ries . tn nno 

1 2 

of these studies it was found that aidoij <iiid parents were ipuch mc^re 
salient' in the teachers* thinking than w(^ro otht^r teachers and the 
principal. One may conclude eithor that ((^achors tend to asi^ign con- 
siderations about their own proff^ssion a minor place in their prc^i^s.'^- 
lonal deli atlons/ or alternatively, ouo may argue that toach^^rs do 
not give priority to. questions concerning their interaction' with 
curriculum materials because they assume, the role an(i stance* of 
decision maker. In that case teachers will any way make the decisions 
they consider appropriate to circumstances of their classroom, so ^ 
is of no great significance whether the curriculum materials provide 
them with alternative opt-ions nor does the teacher guide seem very 
importeuit. Further research is needed to ascertain whl«:h of thi^ese 
interpretations matches rfealit^. Such research is especially imp- 
ortaint in the light of the findings of the Rand Study on the^ impact 
of teachers' sense of efficacy namely, their attitudes about their 
professional com^^etence, on their success 'in implementing Innovative 
curricula. # 



If we loS^ at the ranking order of specific items, and focus . 
on the most an^ least desirable and/or important, an J.nt«resting picture 
emerges. In subtesf "Subject matter" tho highest ranking goes to emphasis 
on principles anc/^concepts of the discipline and the lowest to pre- 
requisite knowledge in other disciplineg. This Result may be a 
reflection of teachers' acceptance of the "structure of knowledge" 
doctiiiHe on the one hand, and their apparent inclination to dis- 
regard previous learning experiences of their students on the, other 
hand. . In subtest "Student" the highest rankin9 has been assigned to the 
adaptability of curriculum materials to students of dif.ferfent ability 
levels, and the lowest to the specification of the target population. 
In other words- the question whether the material i)Otentially adaptable 
to a range of ability levela i^ considerably more important than the 
question whether the developers have designated the materials to a 

..:/io 
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specific tar^tst population. ^ It .soems that tearlu?rs at^e well awari^ 
of their intimate knowledge of classroom realities and' students • 
needs and are^ therefore interested in flexible curriculum materials. 
The leading item in ^ubtefet "Tnstriiction" is related to laboratory 
W9rk, for biology teachers, and .to the u.se of additional information 
sources by students themselves, as far as non -biology teachers are 
concerned^ Apparently teachers arej highly inter^^sted in materials which 
provide for irvdividualization and experiences in which students are 
actively invoijtved. T^iis preference ties very nicely with the high 
priority assigned to the flexibility of curricular niaterial^. The ' 
lowest raiiking assigned to the specification of .detailed objectives 
is congruent with similar findings which indicate that teachers think 
in terms of contents and students activities ^ rather than in terms of 
objectives' ' ' ' In the"Teacher^' subtest . the highest' ranking has 
been assigned to teachers*' autonomy to choo£>o and initiate teaching 
strategies. This finding supports the interpretation thait the, Iqw 
postion assigned to subtest "Teacher" ip a result of teachers' self 
confidence in their abillj:y to hcUidfle the materials without lockstep 
directions of the curriculum developers. Their low interest in the 
di^velopers' background may be smother indication ^of their readiness 
ta assume the role of 'user-developers' ' who are responsible for the 
translation of externally developed materials into classroom use. through 
a process of choice and instructional planning . In subtest "Useability" 
availability of instructional means ^is obviously a question, of great 
impor4^nce. The low concern of teachers as to whether, or not the 
itiata*rials are required by school authorities may serve as , indication ^of 
the* relatively wide range of freedom that Israeli teachers have in 
selecting their cu3?ricul\im materials. 

Of all background variables analyzed^ only the nature of discipline 
* taught was found to show statistically significant di f f erenc^es • Some • 
y interesting differences between biology teachers and non--biology^ijeachers 
disclosed in the study have already been discussed. 'Hie lesser emphasis 
of biology teachers on questions' related to the "Student" aspect of 

^ Vll 
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curriculum materials crtn bo arrcnnU <m1 i'nr by th(^ir hi(]lior ;»cademi(^ 
« 

orientation. It may bo tha^t ^iocgndary biolcKjy t oachors View them- 
selves more as "repreyohtat ives" of the .srlonce of Biology whoreas 
the other teachers tend to view I htonu^ol ve.s as oducatorri, oriented • 

toward the teaching of children. ^ Cor>rabor<ition* of this interpretation 

14 

may be found in a study comparing the priorities of secondary > 
teachers and elementary teachers in regard t o educational goals. It y 
was found that secondary teachers tended to attarch high^ priority 

social int6gratlb|[i as a more important goal/ That biology tehcfhers < 
are more concerned with "book layout" may bo due to the gi^ificant 
role illustrations have in Biology, ^ 

The finding that biology teachers were less concerned than 
ptheirs to Ascertain that the necessary instructional means and services 
will be readily available^ay be a reflection of th^ fact that instruct- 
ional means and services are made available^ to biology teachers more 
than to other groups teacherso^^ The inquiry orientat^ion of high 
school biology tea^^hers has already been discussed, ' 

2) " What- is the relationship between the importance teachers 

Bttach to ques^ons about curriculum materials ' and , their . ^ 
preferences as to actual curriculum characteristics? 
As stated above statistically significant differences were found only 
in rating of items in subtest "Subject Matter" and "Student" and ^ 
rfimking of items in subtest "Teacher". These diff erences , reported in 
Table 6, are considered as representing the effect of item format^ 
rather than differences between samples. In subtests "Subject matter;" 
and "Student" higher values were obtained, in CCI-Questions, while with 
one exception tlie opposite was the case for subtest "Teacher". It 
appears as if teachers are reluctant to ask questidnsr relate4 to their 
own role in the curriculum, although thoy do conceive themselves aa 
playing al^ important role. On the otjjier hand, it is apparently desirable 
to know what kind of opportunities the curriculum offers to students, 
but it is not so impoi^tant whether or not such opp^ortuniti^s 
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are actually included in the rurriculum. The only exce^)tion is (he 

item "Can the teachar use th (.mu t i cul um inatorials witl.out ijpocial 

training", ^ l|ere t^ho social ' i r abi 1 i ty of ( he question is relatively 

high, since it implies thafe i f special ^training is noct^ssary 1-am 

ready for it". On the other h«nd to say that it Is imfn:)rtant that 

teachers can 'use the curriculum without special training implies 

that "I do not want'^to spend my time in s^uch training", which is much 
« 

Lcisa . acaep.taiile . ia /tha . aducat i.Qa^i: .copiniunA ty , ji, _ . . .r \\ 

It would be interfo^^L i nq to follow up in further studies 
whether teachers' apparent concern for question about the *^'Student" 
aspect of curriculum materials stems from the social desirability of 
these questions And is not accompanied by a feimilar high preference 
of curriculum characteristics related to* the- "Student" . • The sigLnifi^. 
cant statisti'Cal differences in items in siibt^^sj: "Teachor" are spec- 
ially intriguing,^ Teachers' disinclination to give higli priority to 
questions concerning their own role, whfle ranking sigp if iteintJLy' 
higher st^tementg about curriculum characteristics pertaining ^ 
to teachers^ seems to jpoint to a need for raising teachers awareness 
to the existence of a possible an\bivalence in their attitudes about 
teachers' role in curriculum implementation. % 

3) -Wiat is the imago t(N^chci 3 have as to their own role, in 

curriculum implementation? - - " . 

This question was partly answered in the discussion of the other two 
problems treated in this study. It seems that too little is' known, 
as yet, about the views of teachers about this important issue. Teache 
do not assign high priority to question related to the ''Teacher" 
aspect of. curriculum- materials, but we lack additional evidence that 
would provide us with insights into the causes for this phenbmenon\ It 
may be that teachers receive conflicting, messages ^rom the educ«tioi)al ^ 
estaiblishment ^nd the scholarly community as regards expeotationi? about 

their rql^ ifi curriculum implementatioA. The apparent ajptfpivalence^ in^ 

X - ■ ■ . ■ 

teachers' viiaws calls, for further investigations that coXild clarify ^ 



this issue. In the liqht oL ^]t.o\yfi\\q awaroi^jiia that act. ive involvement 
^of teaches as chanqe agents, w1k> im>H urric-^ulum mat<M ials acccirdinq 
^ their specific svtuationf^ is crucial for the successful introduction 
of , innovations into the educatiojial system, it^se^ms tliat tearher.s'' 
image of their role in currit u!um i n\jiTLemvMitat ion should become" a focus , 
of inquiry^ 

The ifres^tnt study was not condupted in relat ion to speci f ied 
sets of curriculum materials. 'Hio findiiuju ^about biology teachers 

re|{)orted in this study may be ititerpreted as related to the wide-, 

• 15 
use of^B.S.C^S. materials „ An irrt^resting avenue of investigation 

would be to find out whether the "^natur^^ of curriculum mciterial^g does 

indeed influence the choices of teachers as to t!ie imi)ortance of ^ 

questions that can be put to tho materials, or to their preferences 

al^feut curriculum characTteristics . Knowledge about possible Inter- 

relatipns between teacliars views and the nature of curriculum materials 

could provide valuable background information f^r curriculum developers 
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*** Table 1: Charact erinl 1 cs of the Uimm^ :i«iinplrM :.l rlbut in percoiilM) 



BackcJ round 
vai ied)le 



Biology. ^Secondary Oth(^r?> -^'l.hf^rs Secondary Obhors 

70 . N^-^HS N-=»^r> N-90 

CCi - Quf^.'iLioin: ' CCT - 'Questions CCl - Stat:fementa 















Sex Male 


45 








19 


Female 


- '35 

4 

V- 




94 


91 


81 


Discipline :> 

General * 




i 


/ \ 


• 




(elementoryi) 

1 • 




• 


30 




26 


Hebrew 







29 


48 


22 










^ 3 Z 




Foreign Language 






12 


11 


•15 


Geography % , 






7 




8 


Biology 


100 


/ 








Grade Le^^el ^ 










^ i 








14 






7-10 


• 




33 ' 
33 


— 
62 


27 . 
28 


11-12 


V 


* 


20 


38 . 


36 


Academic Decree 
. None 


1 

10' 




48 


18 


* 

46 


^ B.A. 


56 




45 


68 


43 • 




34 


f' 


7 


14 

»« 


11 


Teacher Training 










36 


. None 






41 


18 
82 


Teachers 'College 


17 




59 


64 


University 

■ * ■ • . 


P 










Years of Teaching 

■ » 












Experience 
i r 3 


24 


f 


17 


\ 

18 


* 

14 


. "• 4-7 7: 

8 r.15 


28 

20 




20 
30 


18 • 
31 . ' 


11 


: • " - >16 


28 




33 


33 


43 . ■ 



/ 



Siibtest 



Part A * 
X S.D. X ' S.D. 



Subject matter 


5.10 


.43 


5.;^6 


^ .73 


24.06 


3. 16 


27. 23 
^ 19.68 


BoQk layput 


4.97 


, 1.03 


v4.78 


1.22 


21 .06 


6.33 


Instruction 


4.ri5 


. 58 


4.65 


.71 


20.03 

"V 


2.25 


20.41 


Student 


' 4.40 


„6A 


5.10 


.61 


21.05 


3.09 


23. 37* 


U::0^b.illty 


4.27 


..74 


4.40 


.H7 


J'). 50 


3.92 


,17.88 


Teacher ' 


4.01 


.70 . 


4.21 


.73 


17.91 


2.22 


'17.65 



I. 



total : 



4.47 



.'*47 ^4.65 • .56 



Part h ** 



-BTo r 0(3rV ^ " TM- rO r " UtKeFs 

I 

X S. 0. X 



20.36 2,10 



21. 34 



Rating 
Ranking • 



Highest" possible score ^ 6 
t, * , 

Mean rank on a 40-point scale 



\ 



Table 3: Mean rosponr;<> i\ron*r. cm i rui i v i dii.i 1 i t oms of 



SubteStn and Ttoms x 55. Do 



Part P 



\ ■• ■ 

Subiect Mr»tt<>r • .HO 23.08 A.H2 

y ^ / 2,^ Are principles and concepts of -the i 

* . ^ discipline emphasized? ^ 'j.'jO . .0:3 25.97 10.10 

'1. Is the content up-tor-date? 5.49 4^77 26.61 10.07 

11- Do the curriculum materials reflect j 
new developyvents the particular 

V <*iscipliheV I 5.21 

* *10. tXx^ the curmcuium- materials require 

out-doors nature study? ' 5.07 .80 2*4,84 8.02 

* 25. Do tnfe curriculum materials^ stress the 



9 

5-21 .94 ' 2,21 . 6.R0 



M development of inqiiiry skills? 5.06 1,08 21.99 

Do thd^ curriculum materials j^rovido a 



8.85 



broad knowlodqc of subj9ct matter? ^4.90 1.02 23.15 8.58 

* 20. • Do the curriculum materials require prior 
^ ' knowledge of chemistury and physics? , 



Book Layoui 



I 



,33. ;\re the print eind general .layout 

attractive? 
32. Are the materials well-illustrated? 



Student . 

19. Can the curriculum materials be adapted 
to students of different ability levels^ 

2 3. Are there opportunities to 
dei^lop creativity? 

28. Are there opportunities for value 
education? < ^ 

Is the subject matter applicable cind 

relevant to life outside school? 
24; Are there opportunities to express 

feelings and attitudes? 
16- Is tlie age of the targejt student 

population speciified? 
40. Are there opportunities to educate for 

national values? 
316' Is the level of the tjtrget student .-^ ^ 

populiition specified? 



J 



4.44 . 


1.16 ' 


20.03 


5.03 


n 




I 




'4-. 82 


, 1.20' 


. 20.64' 


6.17 


5.06 . 


1.15 


20.92 

1 -fio.se 


7.63 


4.67 


1.40 


6.96 


,^4.75 


.80 


22.77 


3.54 


5.25 ■ 


.99. , 


24.48 


\ 

9.82 


5,24 


.93 


25.11 


"8.89 - 


^^■14.. 


.1.04 


24.83 


9,32 /' 


5.11 


1.11 


24.36 


9.39 ' 

*• • 


5.06 


1.10 


. 23.64 


8.24 


4.46 ■ 


1.46 


^0.55 


* 

6.43 


"4.31 


1.68 


20.33 


9.33 


'*3.99 


1.41 


18.68 


5.33 * 



Tabla J 

\\\rt- A Part . D 

S\0:)tfe8t9 and Items f>A). x S.l). 



Instruct i- n I -^-'''^ -70 2{).'y.) 5J 



5. 


Do the curriculum materials roquiir 










• 






work in the Laboratory V' 




M 




7B 


25. :u 


H.93 


37. 


Are'8tuc|^nt9 directed to aildilional 
















Jnfonnation sources? ^ 




09 


1 . 


03 


21.70 


6.66 


9^ 


Does 1:he sequence pY<!>Vi<|ci ' for^ itvc 
















grtjased difficulty level? 




0/ 


1. 


06 


22. 34 


7.08 


88. 


Is the language difficult? 


. 4. 


B2 


1. 


23 


^21.00 


9.06 


21. 


Are innovat i ve Instructl onal 
















Strategies required? 


4, 


51 


1. 


10 


20.25 


6.92 


15. 


^re experiments with living 
















anj.malB included? 


4. 


29 


1. 


32 . 


19.03 


5.72 


17.. 


Do «urriculum materials require 
















group work? ? 


3 . 


71 


1. 


32 


17.60 


7.39 


27., 


Do the curriculum materials specify 














detfliiled students ' * out comers? 


^3. 


41 


1. 


33 


15.93 


7.26 



UseiOjilitV . , ' . 4.27 .90 18.92 4.42 

18. Are the necessary instructional means 

re^idily available? > 5.40 .90 24,50 8.58 

3. Do the curriculxim materials allow » 
for transfer from one school to > 
another? .4.12 1,36 18.83 1Q.93 

29. What is the price of the student ^ i , 

textbook? ^.97 iM 15.46 8'.22 

4. 'Are the curriculum. material^ designed 

^s an enrichment program or are they ' * 

required/by the educational A ' \ 

authort^? ' ' 3.82 1. 33 16.186 7,17 



I 



Teacher ' . ^ 4.11 .80 , 18.17 2.41 

38. Is the teacheV free to choose and 

initiate teaching strategies? 5.32 .92 24.54 8.14 

13. Do the curriculvan materials provide 
the teacher with alternatives for 

ohoice? , 5.09- .97 22.04 7.14 

7. Do the curriculum materials include 
' a teacher guide? 4.86 1,28 21.69 7.78 

34. Can the teacher utilize the- curr- 
iculum materials without sp^ecial 

training? ... . [ 4.66 1.26 19.94 5.33 

39. Do the materiali contain suggest- ' % 

. ions for homework? 4.20 1.36 .17.56 .7.63- 



- 3 - 



Tciblo 3t' 



Subtests and Items 



14. Po the curriculum materials piovido 

ready-made tests? 
31. Does the teacher guide enplain the 
conaidaratlgus of the curriculum 
developers? 
30. Is the teacher required to devote 
^ a lot of time for preparation? 

) 26. Does the -teachar guide include 

explicit edvitrational objectives? 
12, Is the time necessary for instruc 
^ ion specified in the teacher's^ 

guide? 

35', Is bSckground information about 
curriculufii developers made 
available to teachers? ' 



P.irt A 
X S.D. 



A Ah 1.42 



Part B 



S.'D, 



19.J)0 7.39 



^ 3.^2 


1.48 • 


. 17.82 


7.64 


3, 86 


1.48 


16. 56 


7.43 


3.83 


1,57 


17. 21 


7.28 


3.43 


1.45 


' 13.83 


8.53 


2. 56 


1.43 


9.15 


8.60 , 



* Responses to these items were obtained only by biology teachers 

( N«70 ) ■ ^ 



1 




/ 



4i» 



^ 20 



SLHtislically signi t icant d i H croiu t h.lwcou Jfiolo^v (N 70) 
and non-biology (N=»45) sec ondary t ciu lu i :^ 



Biology 



0 

Others 



Hiolo^y 



Ot l\ers 



Subtest 


1 1 ems 


X 


S 


.1). 


X 


S.I). . 


t 




X 




S, 


,1). 


X 




.1), t 


* 


Subject 










f 






• 




> 








- 








Hid L L V. 1 


tvho 1 e 


5.10 




.48 




.40 


.66 


-2. 




















1 








f 


/ 








29 i 


: 16 


9, 


,79 


24 .71 


9 


. 2.-^ -2 


.43* 




' 11 






.98 


5 


.1 


.82 


-3. 


15 


















1 '1 Veil 1 1 


who 1 e 


4 .'97 


1 


.03 


4 


.54 


1 .28 


1 . 


97* 




















32 


5.00 


1 


.11 


4 


.09 


1.64 


3. 


28** 


















Inst rue t ipn 


whole 


a' 
















f 








• 










8 


5.12 


1 


.18 


4 


.49 


1 .4.1 




r>7* 




# 
















9 


4.78 


1 


.14 


5 


.24 


1 .02 


-2. 


20* 














/ 




Student 


whole 


4.48 




.66 




. 06 


.48 






















16 


3 . 87 


1 


.45 




. 04 


1.10 


-'1 . 


S9** 


18, 


,86 


6 


. 18 


22.47 


7 


.45 -2 


.82** 




23 


4 . 94 




.95 


5 


.49 


.77 


~?>. 


19** 


23, 


,37 


8 


.42 


27.80 


8 


.87. -2 


.70* 






* 4 .68 


1 


.14 


c 




1 . 06 




(iS** 


•20,29 


6 


. 26 


25J18 


8 


.25 -3 


.40** 




o 

Zo 




1 


.17 


5 


.59^ 




-5. 


99* * 


22, 


.23 


8 




27|J)4 


9 


.09 -3 


.29** 




40 


3.38 


1 


.58 


5 


.04 


1.12 


-6. 


09** 


15, 


.42 


8 


• 


24 .89 


8 


.81 -5 


.55** 


Useiibi 1 ity 


whole 






\ 






























3 


3.81 


1.''13 


4 


.47 


1 .56' 


-2. 


42* 


'^0 


.89 


6 


.31 


.23.67 


8 


.18 -2 


.05 




18 


• 




t 












26 


.84 


9 


.16 


22.^7 


7 


.90 2 




Teacher 


ILhole 




































30 


3.47 


3 .43 


4 


.09 


l:5()v*^ 


. -2. 


,21** 














* 
























1*6 


.44 


7 


.40 


19.20 


7 


.42 -1 


.95* 




35 


.2.19 


1 


.16 


2 


.84 


1.62 


-2. 


,5'1* 




















39 


4^. 39 


1 


.22 


'3 


.40 


1.57 


3. 


4)0** 



















*p < 0 . 05 
'*p <0.01 



7 
21 



Table Intorcof rel at.ifin amonq n\ibt<:;ts (Part A) 



1. 



2, 



3, 



Subtest 



Biology Others Dioloqy*^Ot hers Bioloqy Others Bioloqy Others Biology Others 



1. Subject matter 

2. fiistruction 



58 



33 



3. Tfiachpr 


.19 


.26 


. 57 


.62 






W 


4. Book 'Layout i 


1 .03 


.10 


. 20 


.41. 


. 53 


.46 




5. Student 


.32 


. 37 


.59 


.46 


.55 


.51 .20 . .36 

* 


\- 


-iJeeability 


.33 


.23 


•V 


.49 




.61. .20 ..27 

; 

— ^ — J — . — ~ — — ■ " ■ 


28 ^ .36 


• 






/ 

Correlation 




• 

Statistically significant 

... ^ 


% 


A* 






at 0 


.05 level .iro 0 


.^3 fbr"bioloqy (N=70) 










and 


0.20 for 




(N-85). 




• 




• < 










1 



X 



22 



TabU^ r>: Statistically glqiilf leant 
ancl CCI-Statements <N"90) 



dlfforenco? b(«tW('iMi C'Cl-OuoRMonK (^]-^'"^) 



Subtest. 



Items Questions 



Statements 



Qu?* St ions 



Statements 



Student 



- 

« 




X 


S 


.D. 


X 


S 


.1). 




t 

X 


S. 


,n. 


X 


s. 


,0. 


matter whole 


5. 


20 




.73 


4. 


, 36 




.63 


22. 


,43 


4. 


.63 


r 

/ 19.27 




, 39 


6 


5. 


02 


1 


.11 


4. 


51 


1 


.09 


2. 
















11 




40 


\. 


.87 


5, 


,06 


1 


.in 


2. 


,22* 














whole 


> 

'5, 


10 




,61 


4. 


, 70 




.90 




1/3. 


, 37 


3, 


.11 


2 2.74 


3, 


.94 


23 


5. 


49 




,85 


4. 


,88 


1 


.46 


3. 


, 37** 














24 

t 


5. 


38 




,96 


4. 


.80 


1 


.42 


3, 


,09** 




\ 










28 


5. 


60 




,62 


4, 


.95 


1 


.34 


4. 


,09** 
















4. 


95 ' 


1 


.28 


3. 


,98 


1 


.58 


4, 


.40** 














40 


5. 


08 


1 


.08 


4, 


.65 


1 


.56 


2, 


.12** 















Teacher 



whole 4 . 21 
7 
12 



.73 



14 

31 

34 

35 

/ 39 



4,59 ]/. 35 
'2 ,87 r. 5 7 



4.26 '^.73 17.65 2.06 

21.06 8.34 

14.34 8.05 

15.49 7.51 

18.41 7.31 

3.79 1.64 3.49**19.34 5.32 

3.57 r. 50 -2,97** 9.51 8.66 

15.87 7.88 



19.01 2.01 

28.85 8.38 -2.'26* , 

17.46 8.29 1^52*' 

18.18 8.10 -2.25* 

20.40 4,84 -2.11 

15.66 7.98 3,58** 
i6.50; 6.79 -5.90** 

19.21 7.4 ^2.87 



m 



* p < 0.05 



** p <o.-oi 
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